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DETAILED ACTION 

In response to the preliminary amendment filed February 28, 2006, wherein 
applicant amends claims 1-17, claims 18-20 are newly added, and claims 1-20 are 
currently pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 10, it is unclear what is meant by a carriage. The specification 
only refers to the term once and does not describe its structure or function. Thus, the 
claim is rendered indefinite. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Miyamoto et al. (US Patent No. 6,176,780 B1). 
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Regarding claim 1 , Miyamoto et al. discloses the device for inputting control 
signals into a computer and a display unit for displaying a playing field for playing 
figures arranged in several parallel rows and a ball forming part of a computer-based 
simulated table soccer game (see Abstract, fig. 1 , and col. 4, lines 59-63). The housing 
(item 2), multiple rods (item 5), openings in the housing for each of the rods, and 
devices to limit travel attached to the rods (thicker section of rods) are shown in figure 1 . 
Further, Miyamoto et al. discloses the sensor to determine the translation, or position of 
the rod in an axial direction and the sensor to determine the rotation of each rod (see 
col. 5, lines 13-25). Lastly, Miyamoto et al. discloses the transferring the data received 
by the sensors to a computer (see col. 5, lines 25-27). 

Regarding claim 2, Miyamoto et al. discloses that a rod is provided for each of 
the rows of a team of the table soccer game (see fig. 1 and col. 2, lines 60-65). 

Regarding claims 3 and 18, Miyamoto et al. discloses fours rods positioned next 
to each other and parallel to each other in the housing, the ends of which protrude from 
at least one side of the housing (see fig. 1 ). 

Regarding claims 4 and 19, Miyamoto et al. discloses eight rods positioned next 
to each other and parallel to each other in the housing, with the ends of four rods 
protruding from one side of the housing and four rods protruding from the opposite side 
of the housing (see fig. 1 ). 

Regarding claim 6, Miyamoto et al. discloses the use of mechanical sensors for 
determining the rotation or position of the rods (see col. 5, lines 13-25). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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8. Claims 5 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Miyamoto et al. (US Patent No. 6,176,780 B1) in view of Sanderson et al. (US Patent 
No. 6,279,906 B1). 

Regarding claims 5 and 20, Miyamoto et al. discloses the table soccer game 
using rods to control the players. However, Miyamoto et al. does not explicitly disclose 
the use of a brake to slow or block the rotation of a rod, the brake being connected to 
the computer via an interface, and the brake being actuated by the computer whenever 
a certain situation arises in the table soccer game. Sanderson et al. discloses a steering 
wheel game controller with a force-feedback motor that provides resistance to the 
rotation of the steering wheel that is connected to a motor interface circuit (see col. 6, 
lines 21-31). Further, Sanderson et al. discloses that the controller system, which 
includes the motor interface circuit, is connected to a computer (see fig. 5 and col. 7, 
lines 54-63). It is known that the brake, or force-feedback, would be actuated by the 
computer. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the rod controllers of Miyamoto et al. with the force- 
feedback motor as taught by Sanderson et al. in order to enhance the sensation of 
realism to the user (see col. 6, lines 28-31). 

9. Claims 7-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Miyamoto et al. (US Patent No. 6,176,780 B1) in view of Reeves (US Patent No. 
5,436,640). 
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Regarding claim 7, Miyamoto et al. discloses the input device for a table soccer 
game having sensors as discussed above. However, Miyamoto et al. does not explicitly 
disclose that potentiometers are provided as sensors. Reeves discloses the use of 
potentiometers as sensors in a controller for video simulation system (see col. 2, lines 
53-56). It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to substitute the sensors of Miyamoto et al. with the potentiometers 
of Reeves because both elements achieve the same function, which is to detect the 
rotation and translation of the game controllers. 

Regarding claim 8, Reeves discloses a gearing system coupled to each of the 
potentiometers (see col. 2, line 66 through col. 3, line 4). 

Regarding claim 9, Reeves discloses a gearing system including a first gear and 
a second gear for engaging the first gear, which is provided on the potentiometer for 
determining the rotation (see col. 3, lines 10-22). 

Regarding claims 10 and 11, it is unclear what a carriage is, thus the examiner 
interprets a carriage to be an element for holding or securing other elements in a 
particular place. Reeves discloses a mounting bracket with an attached gear and 
connected to a potentiometer (see col. 3, lines 10-19). It is obvious that the 
potentiometers can be used to determine translation or rotation. The non-displaceable 
gear rack is also taught by the mounting bracket with a gear, where the first gear 
engages the mounted or fixed gear (see col. 3, lines 10-19). It is obvious that the 
placement of the gear rack does not alter the functionality of the device. 
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10. Claims 12-14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Miyamoto et al. (US Patent No. 6,176,780 B1) in view of Davis et al. (US Patent 
No. 5,807,175). 

Regarding claim 12, Miyamoto et al. discloses the input device for a table soccer 
game having sensors as discussed above. However, Miyamoto et al. does not explicitly 
disclose that optical distance measuring devices are used as the sensors. Davis et al. 
discloses the use of optical sensors in a game controller, where the optical sensors 
detect the position of a control stick. Further, Davis et al. also discloses that a 
microprocessor within the controller serves as a transmitting device (see col. 2, lines 3- 
1 7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the table soccer game of Miyamoto et al. and the 
optical sensors of Davis et al. because the use of optical sensors with video game 
controllers is well-known. The combination would have yielded predictable results since 
both the mechanical and optical sensors are used to detect the rotation and translation 
of the controller. 

Regarding claim 13, Davis et al. discloses that the controller is capable of 
determining the positioning and rotational orientation through the use of optical sensors 
(see col. 2, lines 5-17). 

Regarding claim 14, Davis et al. discloses the optical distance measuring devices 
used in a game controller as discussed above. It is known that the optical sensors are 
capable of performing the function of determining the rotation of a rod and that the 
orientation of the parts within the device will not alter the function of the optical sensor. 



Application/Control Number: 10/562,375 Page 8 

Art Unit: 4116 

Regarding claim 16, Davis et al. discloses an optical position detection circuit that 
feature at least one light source and at least one optical sensor (see col. 2, lines 3-10). 

1 1 . Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Miyamoto et al. (US Patent No. 6,176,780 B1) in view of Hillman (US Publication No. 
2002/0082064), further in view of Kim et al. (US Patent No. 4,575,086). 

Regarding claim 15, Miyamoto et al. discloses the input device for a table soccer 
game having sensors as discussed above. However, Miyamoto et al. does not explicitly 
disclose that freely rotating trackballs are used in the table soccer game. Hillman 
discloses the use of trackballs in a table soccer game (see fig. 1 and par. [0016]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have provided trackballs in the table soccer game of Miyamoto 
et al., as taught by Hillman, in order to "permit movement in directions through 360°" 
(see [par. 0016]). However, the combination of Miyamoto et al. and Hillman does not 
disclose the trackball with rollers and perforated disks, where light-emitting diodes and 
sensors are provided on the perforated disks to detect pulses of light from the diodes. 
Kim et al. discloses the trackball with multiple rollers (see fig. 1 and col. 2, lines 45-52), 
where light-emitting diodes and sensors are provided on the perforated disks to detect 
pulses of light from the diodes (see col. 3, lines 17-29). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the table soccer game of Miyamoto et al. and Hillman, with the rollers, perforated disks, 
and light-emitting diodes of Kim et al. because it is simply applying the known technique 
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of using trackballs and optical sensors to detect movement with the known device of a 
table soccer game. This would yield predictable results in that the table soccer game 
does not achieve any new functionality, but rather the method or technique of controlling 
the players has changed. 

12. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Miyamoto et al. (US Patent No. 6,176,780 B1) in view of Davis et al. (US Patent No. 
5,807,175), further in view of Yokoyama etal. (US Patent No. 6,484,942 B1). 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of Miyamoto et al. and Davis et al. disclose 
all elements of the claimed invention except for the bar pattern. It is well known in the 
art to use bar patterns or barcodes with optical sensors, as evidenced by Yokoyama et 
al. (see col. 1 , lines 26-40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the table soccer game of 
Miyamoto et al. and Davis et al. with the barcodes of Yokoyama et al., in order to have 
an alternate method of determining the rotational speed of the rod. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Mashkabov (US 2002/0125633 A1) discloses a table soccer game. 

Marcus et al. (US 5,643,087) discloses an input device for video games using 
potentiometers. 
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Rosenberg et al. (US 6,271,828 B1) discloses an input device using optical 
sensors. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALLEN CHAN whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5529. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 8:00 AM to 
6:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joe H. Cheng can be reached on (571) 272-4433. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/ALLEN CHAN/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4116 
8/11/2008 

/Anu Ramana/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3733 



